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Abstract
This paper endeavours to sketch out linguistic strategies to perform an Eng-
lish speech act of ‘suggesting’ through analyses of responses provided by U.S. 
university undergraduate students. The study foci are on linguistic strategies 
at the (1) lexical, (2) grammatical, and (3) discourse (i.e. conversation) levels. 
The results of this study demonstrate (i) the effectiveness of the English 
speech act corpora for the ELT (English Language Teaching) pursuing the 
CLT (Communicative Language Teaching) in providing both instructors and 
learners with ‘natural’ and ‘appropriate’ expressions in particular contexts; (ii) 
lexical features and discourse strategies (i.e. semantic formulae) of the target 
speech act ‘suggestion’, performed by native English speakers.
1.  Introduction
Since the end of 1970s onwards, the researchers in the fields of applied lin-
guistics and the ELT have studied about the significance and the importance 
of promoting the CLT (e.g. Brumfit & Johnson, 1979; Nunan, 1991; van Lier, 
1996; Widdowson, 1978, 2003, 2008). The Task-based Language Learning 
(TBLL) / Teaching (TBLT), main components of the CLT (cf. Ellis, 2003), has 
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also been widely introduced to the ELT classes because of its communicative 
language activities for the development of the learners’ communicative com-
petence. In such context the necessity of incorporating pragmatic components 
(i.e. speech act strategies, politeness strategies, etc.) has become more widely 
recognized by theorists and practitioners (cf. Rose & Kasper, 2001).
What is required then is acquisition and supply of appropriate teaching 
materials for the introduction of pragmatic components through observations 
of pragmatic strategies emerging in conversations in English. This study, the 
compilation of English speech acts corpora for ELT, is indeed designed for 
such a purpose.
In this research⑵, supported by the Grant-in-Aid for Scientific 
Research from JSPS (Japan Society for the Promotion of Scientific Research) 
[Subject num.: 18820028] and Waseda University Grant for Special 
Research Projects [Subject num.: 2008A-840], the author has been trying to 
sketch out the lexical, grammatical and discourse strategies as well as situa-
tions and speech act events attached to eleven different English speech acts. 
This paper examines such strategies for the performance of the speech act of 
‘suggesting’.
2.  Literature review
The main purpose of this project of compiling the English speech acts cor-
pora (SAC) is to establish a database of various English speech acts for (1) 
linguistic studies concerning activity types (cf. Levinson, 1979, 1992) and 
related social variables, lexicogrammatical and discourse strategies along 
with ones for the realization of politeness and rapport management (Spencer-
Oatey, 2000); (2) the production of communicative ELT materials pursuing the 
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CLT, which can show such strategies to the learners.
2.1  Corpus linguistics and pragmatics
In recent studies in pragmatics and discourse analysis, the technique of Cor-
pus-linguistics has been incorporated more widely than before (e.g. Aijmer, 
1996; Adolphs, 2008) because of the necessity of using authentic conversation 
or text data for both qualitative and quantitative studies. The corpus data are 
also assumed to be beneficial for the production of ELT materials as they can 
provide ample authentic samples for them, as has already been the case with 
dictionaries. However, as existing corpora (e.g. BNC: the British National Cor-
pus, BOE: the Bank of English, LLC: the London-Lund Corpus) have not been 
particularly designed for the studies of English speech acts, they are often 
inconvenient for pragmatic researchers when extracting sufficient amount of 
evidence for both holistic and specific studies on the target speech acts. For 
this reason the author has been undertaking the compilation of his original 
SAC with the use of conventional DCTs (Discourse Completion Tests) (cf. 
Blum-Kulka et al., 1989) and the role-play to elicit diverse English speech acts 
en masse.
There are, however, certain things to be addressed in utilizing the DCT. 
The speech act data collected through the DCT is not one-hundred percent 
authentic, as the data collection procedure is not through observation of natu-
ral discourse. However, its effectiveness and legitimacy have been 
demonstrated in such works as Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig (1992) and Beebe 
& Cummings (1996): the responses in the DCTs model the ‘canonical shape’ of 
the target speech act, shed light on the social and psychological factors that 
are likely to affect speech act performance, and help establish an initial classi-
fication of speech act strategies. While some features of ‘simulation-type data 
collection methods’, i.e. the DCT and the role-play in this research project, 
should be carefully addressed, their strong points and effectiveness for a 
quantitative study is obvious.
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2.2  Pragmatics and ELT
As the CLT (Communicative Language Teaching) prevails as a new and 
promising paradigm in the ELT, the importance of ‘pragmatic competence’ (cf. 
Bachman, 1990) has been more and more widely recognized. The ‘pragmatic 
competence’ has been studied in the field of Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP), 
which is defined as ‘a second-generation hybrid of SLA and pragmatics’ 
(Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993, p.3). With the progress and achievements in this 
and other related areas, the researchers and instructors have attempted to 
invent the ways to incorporate ‘pragmatic components’ and related tasks into 
foreign language education, as, Rose & Kasper (2001, p.3) state as follows:
(I)n many second and foreign language teaching contexts, curricula and 
materials developed in recent years include strong pragmatic compo-
nents or even adopt a pragmatic approach as their organizing principle.
Indeed the above statement is referring to the term ‘pragmatic compo-
nents’, which may well include linguistic strategies at the lexical, grammatical 
and discourse levels. In this sense it is necessary for ELT teachers to create 
suitable teaching materials that introduce such ‘pragmatic components’ to the 
learners and the tasks that enhance their learning.
The pragmatic components which have been found and obtained from 
corpus data may be ableto play an important role in the CLT. The following 
are what Nunan (1991) described as the ‘principles’ or ‘features’ of the CLT 
(emphasis mine):
(1)   An emphasis on learning to communicate through interaction in the target language. 
(2)   The introduction of authentic texts into the learning situation. 
(3)   The provision of opportunities for learners to focus, not only on language but also on the 
Learning Management process. 
(4)   An enhancement of the learner’s own personal experiences as important contributing ele-
ments to classroom learning. 
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As for (1) above, ‘communication through interaction’ necessarily includes 
pragmatic components that realize the achievement of S’s (= the speaker’s) 
goal while managing rapport between S (the speaker) and H (the hearer). The 
principle (2) can be achieved by the provision of the text obtained from the 
corpus data. What is described in (5) inevitably necessitates the use of ‘prag-
matic competence’ for authentic verbal communication with others to express 
S’s intention and achieve it, while managing a harmonious conversation. 
Although the feature (3) does not mention such pragmatic components 
directly, it may well include the ‘second stage pragmatic learning’, i.e. ‘how to 
learn and utilize pragmatic components’ through the Learning Management 
process.
Finally, it is important to consider (1) in which stage (i.e. elementary, sec-
ondly, tertiary, etc.) the pragmatic components should be incorporated in the 
ELT, (2) what should be taught for the development of the ‘pragmatic compe-
tence’, and (3) how such scheme should be implemented. Kasper claims the 
following concerning these:
The most compelling evidence that instruction in pragmatics is necessary comes from learn-
ers whose L2 proficiency is advanced and whose unsuccessful pragmatic performance is not 
likely to be the result of cultural resistance or disidentification strategies. …Turning to pro-
duction, candidates for pedagogic intervention can be sorted in four groups: (1) choice of 
communicative acts, (2) the strategies by which an act is realized, (3) its content, and (4) its 
linguistic form.
 (Kasper, 1997, par.11-12)
The above statement suggests that teaching pragmatic components is 
effective (and necessary) for the learners who have sufficient competence in 
vocabulary, grammar and some other linguistic components. Therefore it is 
thought to be useful for fairly advanced or adult EFL (English as a foreign 
language) learners. Such students need to learn how to apply their knowledge 
to their real life communication in English in natural and appropriate ways. 
While this seems quite reasonable, the theorists and practitioners should seek 
for ways to include them in the primary and secondary ELT, since communi-
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cation can not be achieved without such pragmatic components,.
‘The pedagogic intervention’ above suggests that it is necessary for an 
EFL learner to understand — for successful communication — (1) what 
speech act is necessary in the context, (2) what discourse strategy should be 
employed, (3) what contents should be presented, and (4) what lexicogram-
matical strategies they should employ for the realization of their intentions.
As can be seen above, the English SAC has a potential to address all the 
above elements for the cultivation of EFL learners’ pragmatic competence. 
The following chapters (Ch.3 onwards) endeavour to describe lexical, gram-
matical, discourse and politeness strategies adopted by American university 
students, which suggest what can and should be incorporated in the future 
ELT materials.
2.3  Speech act of ‘suggestion’
The speech act ‘suggesting’ is an illocutionary act (cf. Searle, 1979; Leech, 
1983), which is recognized as an FEA (face-enhancing act) for H (cf. Kerbat-
Orecchioni, 1997, p.14), because S undertakes in the speech event of this 
speeoh act to give advice/instructions, offer help, make a proposal etc., for 
the benefit of H or ‘you and I’ (inclusive ‘we’: cf. Leech & Svartvik 2002 [1975], 
p.59). In this sense, ‘suggestion’ is assumed to belong chiefly to Searle’s 
EXPRESSIVE (ibid.) and Leech’s CONVIVIAL (ibid.) because of its FEA 
nature.
However, it should be noted that there are sometimes cases where S 
needs to be cautious about an impositive or authoritative aspect of this 
speech act when s/he needs to ‘force’ H to do something for his/her/their 
sake. In such cases, ‘suggestion’ can get into Searle’s (ibid.) category of 
DIRECTIVE or Leech’s (ibid.) COMPETITIVE, in which a higher degree of 
linguistic politeness is required.
2.4  Specification of the data collection procedure
This research has been carried out with the support of the Grant-in-Aid for 
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Scientific Research awarded by JSPS (Japan Society for the Promotion of 
Scientific Research) [Subject num.: 18820028] and Waseda University Grant 
for Special Research Projects [Subject num.: 2008A-840].
The corpus data collection was carried out about eleven different English 
speech acts in (1) February-March 2007, (2) September 2007 in Missouri, 
U.S.A. with 164 undergraduate students of the Southeast Missouri State Uni-
versity (SEMO), who are all native English speakers. The data collection 
procedure is summarized as follows.
・Two types of DCTs and role-plays
・ DCT 1 requested one group of informants to write what they really 
said in the past or would say to perform the target English speech 
acts.
・ DCT 2 requested the other group to write up real or imaginary con-
versations between S and H. 
・ Both types asked them to describe situations where they actually per-
formed or would perform the speech acts. 
・ Besides these studies with questionnaires, some informants volun-
teered for role-plays for the audio-visual data collection.
2.5  The data analysis procedure
The data provided by the informants and the procedure above were then 
analyzed according to the following categories and the following ways for this 
paper.
Situations
Situations described by the informants were classified according to their 
types by the researcher in order to examine in what situations this speech 
act can appear.
353
138 文化論集第 34 号
Lexical and grammatical strategies
The written responses were digitalized for an analysis through Wordsmith 
(ver. 4.0) and other types of computer software (e.g. MS Excel). The lexical 
and grammatical strategies were analyzed with Wordsmith concerning the 
following issues: the frequency of word appearance, collocations (or chunks), 
and grammatical features.
Discourse strategies
The whole discourse of the responses in the DCT was divided by the 
researcher into segments according to their functions in the speech event. 
They were classified into suitable types for an analysis of individual discourse 
strategies and their combinations (i.e. semantic formulae).
3.  The results of the data analysis
This chapter demonstrates the results of the corpus-data analysis, regarding 
the following categories: (1) types of situations, (2) lexical and grammatical 
strategies, (3) discourse strategies, and (4) semantic formulae.
3.1  Types of situations (activity types)
This section gives an overview of the situations (or ‘activity types’: Levinson, 
1979, 1992) where this speech act emerged in this study as shown by the 
table below (in order of the frequency of appearance).
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139
A Study of Lexicogrammatical and Discourse Strategies for ‘Suggestion’
with the Use of the English Speech Act Corpus
One noticeable result is the frequent appearance of the topic ‘What to wear’ 
as ranked as the most frequent situation in the above table. The following are 
selected descriptions in this situation type.
1)  My friend asks what color I like the best on her.
2)  You think Martha should wear different shoes.
3)  A friend, Erin, is trying to find a shirt to match her skirt.
4)  Telling my mom she might want to change her outfit.
5)  Bob tells Tim to change his tie.
When the author reported the above result in his Pragmatics class at a 
university in Tokyo, the students were surprised at and interested in it 
because this type of situation (to talk about ‘what to wear’) is not common in 
their daily life. This can be because many American students live in univer-
sity dormitories (which is the case with SEMO) and such a topic is assumed 
Table 3.1　Types of situations
N Type Classification Num %
1 N What to wear 34 24.1%
2 F Meal 27 19.1%
3 B Event in near future 16 11.3%
4 M What to do 15 10.6%
5 C Friend in trouble 14 9.9%
6 H Schoolwork 11 7.8%
7 G Room arrangement 5 3.5%
8 I Shopping 5 3.5%
9 K Trouble expected 4 2.8%
10 L We’re in trouble 4 2.8%
11 A Appearance 2 1.4%
12 D Future direction 1 0.7%
13 E Invitation 1 0.7%
14 J S’s request (to solve problem) 1 0.7%
15 O Workplace request 1 0.7%
Total 141
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to be much more common (especially among female students) in their shared 
rooms, while many of the Japanese counterparts live in their houses or apart-
ments away from the universities with their families or on their own and do 
not have an occasion to make suggestions about what to wear so often. This 
is showing that an activity type of a speech act is varied according to the cul-
tural/local context. In other words, speech acts and situations are commonly 
shared by a particular group or community with the same or similar assump-
tion, culture, and lifestyle.
Traditional DCTs (e.g. those in CCSARP by Blum-Kulka et al., 1989) had 
supplied the informants before they produced responses with a prefixed iden-
tical situation with identical P (= power), D (= social distance) and R (= 
rank/size of imposition) (cf. Brown & Levinson, 1987). This was done so for a 
large-sale comparative study of speech act realization patterns across cul-
tures. According to the researcher’s observation in his previous studies, 
however, this has sometimes resulted in the elicitation of other speech acts 
than the one targeted.. This is because one situation can contain some factors 
which people see and react to in some different ways: e.g. Your younger col-
league finally found a place that can accommodate your group after 15 
minutes’ arrangements. What would you say to the colleague? (adapted from 
Suzuki, 2007). Some people may focus on the effort of the younger colleague 
and perform a speech act of ‘thanking’. Some may, however, find themselves 
annoyed by the part ‘15 minutes’ and decide to perform that of ‘complaining’. 
Of course such a problem can be solved with revision of wording in a descrip-
tion, etc., but it is of crucial importance for pragmatic researchers to 
understand which speech acts appear in what types of situation so that they 
are successful in eliciting the target speech acts. In this sense it is considered 
valuable to collect the data of situations as well as speech acts for the pur-
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3.2  Lexical and grammatical strategies
The wordlist table above shows the result of analysis on the lexical level. As 
can be seen, there are some noticeable lexical features in the performance of 
this speech act.  Such words as ‘should’, ‘think’, ‘don’t’, ‘about’, and ‘wear’ 
(specific to the situation ‘What to wear’), ‘would’, ‘maybe’ and ‘really’ are fre-
quently used. The ways these words are used in utterances are explicated in 
Table 3.2　Wordlist
N Word Freq. N Word Freq.
1 YOU 154 28 HOW 15
2 THE 78 29 GOOD 14
3 TO 68 30 HAVE 14
4 I 64 31 DO 13
5 SHOULD 64 32 ONE 13
6 GO 46 33 SHIRT 13
7 IT 45 34 BETTER 12
8 WE 44 35 OF 12
9 THINK 40 36 OUT 12
10 YOUR 40 37 THERE 12
11 A 39 38 TONIGHT 12
12 THAT 30 39 WHAT 12
13 DON’T 27 40 WHY 12
14 ABOUT 22 41 CAN 11
15 AND 22 42 FOR 11
16 IN 22 43 IF 11
17 IS 22 44 IT’S 11
18 WEAR 22 45 LIKE 11
19 ARE 21 46 LOOK 11
20 GET 20 47 WANT 11
21 WOULD 20 48 WELL 11
22 MAYBE 19 49 AT 10
23 BE 18 50 JUST 10
24 REALLY 18 51 SO 10
25 ON 17 52 THEY 10
26 WITH 16 53 THIS 10
27 HEY 15
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the following lexicogrammatical analyses, which focus on collocation, chunks, 
and grammatical arrangements. (The function words in the wordlist such as 
‘you’, ‘the’, ‘to’, ‘I’ are not investigated because they are not specific to this 
speech act — they are very frequently used in general. Therefore they are 
omitted in the following.)
[Selected] Lexicogrammatical strategies (collocations / chunks / grammatical 
arrangements)
A)  SHOULD + THINK / MAYBE
1)  I think you should get the cheeseburger and the fries.
2)  I think you should paint it blue.
3)  I think you should try the brown sweater.
4)   Maybe you should get your homework done before you play video-
games. 
5)   Maybe you should stop seeing him if you think it’s not working out.
6)  Maybe you should take a nap
7)  You should go over there and check it out!
8)  You should probably slow down.
The modal auxiliary ‘should’ is frequently used in this speech act because of 
its meaning. According to the Oxford Dictionary of English (2nd ed.), ‘“should” 
is used to (1) indicate obligation, duty, or correctness; (2) indicate a desirable 
or expected state; (3) give or ask advice or suggestions’. Therefore its seman-
tic function here can be summarized as ‘giving advice or suggestions by 
indicating obligation, duty, correctness, a desirable or expected state’. (Indeed 
it is sometimes difficult to draw a clear line between ‘advice’ and ‘suggestion’ 
because of their similar discourse functions.)
One notable feature of this auxiliary verb in this speech act is its connec-
tion with hedges ‘I think’ (as in 1, 2, 3 above), ‘maybe’ (as in 4, 5, 6 above) and 
also ‘probably’ (in 8). This seems to be related to the rather strong connota-
tion of this word described in the OED above: indication of obligation, duty, 
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or correctness. The speaker, being aware of such impositive or authoritative 
aspect of this word, often endeavors to soften its impact by such mitigating 
devices. On the other hand, if this word is used especially for the benefit of H, 
it is unnecessary for S to use such hedges (like a command in an offer ‘Have 
a seat’). In an ELT context, it is important for an instructor to teach (1) that 
this is a frequently used word, and (2) how to control the degree of politeness 
by using or not using hedges in the performance of this speech act.
B)  DON’T
1)  Hey, Stephanie, why don’t we go get pizza Saturday night?
2)  Hey, why don’t we go see a movie?
3)  Why don’t we go play basketball at the gym?
4)  Why don’t we go to Bella Italia for dinner?
5)  Well why don’t you get a painter?
6)   Dustin, why don’t you go work on your homework so you can get 
your grade up in that class.
It has been confirmed that the negative form of the primary auxiliary verb 
‘do’ (= ‘don’t’) is in many cases included in the phrases ‘why don’t we’ (1, 2, 3, 
4 above) and ‘why don’t you’ (5, 6 above) to make suggestions.
The interrogative sentence with ‘why don’t we’ (found seven times in 
total) appeared more frequently than the imperative with ‘let’s’ (four times), 
apparently because a question is more polite than a command in that it gives 
H options. This choice between ‘why don’t we’ and ‘let’s’ and its background 
is what an EFL teacher can mention in the classroom.
Another noticeable feature here is the combination of such interrogative 
phrases and ‘go + bare infinitive’, as can be seen in 1 (go get), 2 (go see), 3 (go 
play), and 6 (go work) above. In Japanese high school grammar, students 
learn to use ‘-ing’ after the main verb ‘go’ as ‘correct English’, instead of this 
rather informal structure. While such descriptive grammar benefits EFL 
learners in many ways (especially for an academic purpose), it seems also 
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useful for them to learn this type of chunk as one characteristic of colloquial 
American English to make their utterances sound natural, if not appropriate. 
C)  ABOUT
1)  How about bowling?
2)  How about chocolate?
3)   How about this weekend we can go to the movies, since it was just 
released?
4)  How about we get some food?
5)  How about we go to Logan’s restaurant?
6)  What about Applebee’s?
7)  What about Disney World?
The preposition ‘about’ is used in quite many cases (15 out of 22 samples) in 
the interrogative phrases ‘how about’ (1-5 above) and ‘what about’ (6, 7) — 
with ‘how’ appearing twelve times and ‘what’ three times. Once again these 
are questioning sentences that give H options and are therefore assumed to 
denote a sense of politeness.
One finding here is that the phrase ‘how about’ is often accompanied by 
a declarative clause starting with ‘we’ (3, 4, 5 above), virtually taking the role 
of the phrase ‘why don’t we’ discussed above. This type of structure is taught 
once again as ungrammatical in Japanese high school English grammar, for a 
preposition cannot be followed directly by a clause, unless it is preceded by 
such conjunctions as ‘that’ and is functioning as a nominal clause. Still, EFL 
learners may encounter this expression while they are in the U.S. as ‘authen-
tic English’. They can be ready if they learn about expressions of this kind 
before their visit there.
D)  WOULD
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2)  I would really suggest taking a minor in History.
3)  I would wear the belt with it.
4)  Maybe it would be a better idea to take your pills with water.
5)  Would you like me to get you some, Diana?
The modal auxiliary ‘would’ indicates hypothetical condition and is related to 
politeness in many cases. One reason why this word is used is that S is talk-
ing about the hypothetical condition ‘if I were you’, although this part does 
not appear in an actual utterance (as in 1 and 3 above). Another reason is 
that, as previously discussed, it is often necessary for S to show hesitation to 
make a suggestion to H because of its impositive and authoritative nature. In 
this sense a phrase containing ‘would’ is commonly used to show consider-
ation towards H. This type of use can be found in (2) and (4) as they do not 
make sense with a phrase ‘if I were you’. It is interesting, however, that 
‘would’ is followed by the adverb ‘really’, which functions to intensify the 
meaning of the verb (in this example, the IFID ‘suggest’). This seems to be a 
case where (i) mitigation (of an impact of ‘suggestion’) and (ii) intensification 
(of a possible good result) are mixed together. It is possible to see S’s complex 
attitudes by observing such multi-dimensional features of one single utter-
ance represented by different lexicogrammatical strategies. As for (5), the 
chunk ‘Would you like me to…?’ can be recognized as more polite than ‘Do 
you want/like me to…?’ because of its hypothetical meaning.
E)  REALLY
1)  I think it would be a really good idea for you to go to college.
2)  Texas Roadhouse was really good last time ate there. [sic]
3)   There’s a really great restaurant in town with great burgers, if you 
want to go.
4)  I really think it would look good.
5)  Jen, you should really take a shower sometimes.
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The frequent use of the adverb ‘really’ is demonstrating that this speech act 
is often functioning as an FEA for H. If S recognizes a speech event as a face-
enhancing one for H, s/he wishes to emphasize its good and beneficial aspect 
or element in his/her suggestion. This adverb is intensifying the positive 
meanings of adjectives in 1 and 2 (good), 3 (great) and modifying a verb/verb 
phrase in 4 (think). The sample in (5) is exceptional in a sense that it is modi-
fying a verb phrase to intensify the necessity of an action for the benefit of H 
(as well as S or others).
3.3  Discourse strategies
Table 3.3　Conversation/Discourse strategies – strategy classification
No Type Strategy Classification Freq %1 %2⑶
1 C head act (Hypothetical + Declarative) 84 22.5% 29.0%
2 A address (voc/intj/etc) 72 19.3%
3 R supportive move (giving reason) 42 11.2% 14.5%
4 I head act (Interrogative) 37 9.9% 12.8%
5 J preparatory act (explanation of problem) 23 6.1% 7.9%
6 O preparatory act (S’s preference) 20 5.3% 6.9%
7 T supportive move (indication of good result) 14 3.7% 4.8%
8 M preparatory act (presenting topic) 13 3.5% 4.5%
9 B head act (Declarative) 12 3.2% 4.1%
10 F head act (Imperative 1) 12 3.2% 4.1%
11 E head act (IFID) 7 1.9% 2.4%
12 G head act (Imperative 2) 7 1.9% 2.4%
13 N preparatory act (question) 7 1.9% 2.4%
14 S supportive move (indication of bad result) 6 1.6% 2.1%
15 U supportive move (query on h’s opinion) 6 1.6% 2.1%
16 D head act (Hypothetical + Interrogative) 4 1.1% 1.4%
17 P supportive move (additional suggestion) 2 0.5% 0.7%
18 Q supportive move (directions) 2 0.5% 0.7%
19 H head act (Imperative 3) 1 0.3% 0.3%
20 K preparatory act (mitigation) 1 0.3% 0.3%
21 L preparatory act (offer of help) 1 0.3% 0.3%
22 V supportive move (recommendation) 1 0.3% 0.3%
Total 1 (all) 374
Total 2 (excluding ‘address’) 290
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According to the result of data analysis through the corpus data annotation 
by semantic-tagging, frequently observed discourse elements are as follows: 
(1) head act (Hypothetical + Declarative), (2) address (voc/intj/etc), (3) 
supportive move (giving reason), (4) head act (Interrogative), (5) prepa-
ratory act (explanation of problem), (6) preparatory act (S’s preference), 
(7) supportive move (indication of good result), (8) preparatory act (pre-
senting topic), (9) head act (Declarative), (10) head act (Imperative 1) 
(those appearing 10 times or more). These discourse components are sup-
posed to be essential ‘parts’ of this speech act and they are worth being 
instructed or mentioned in the ELT classrooms, apart from the lexical and 
grammatical aspects — they may be similar to or different from those in the 
learners’ L1. For this purpose all the above are explicated in more detail in 
the following.
(1)  head act (Hypothetical + Declarative)
a)  You should go over there and check it out!
b)  You should probably slow down.
c)   Maybe you should get your homework done before you play video-
games.
d)  Maybe you should stop seeing him.
e)  I think you should paint it blue.
f)  I think it would be a really good idea for you to go to college.
The use of hypothetical modal auxiliaries (i.e. ‘should’ and ‘would’ in the 
above examples) has been categorized into this type. A sentence with a hypo-
─────────────────
⑶　Percentage 1 (%1: obtained from Total 1) indicates the proportion including all the strategies 
and Percentage 2 (%2: obtained from Total 2) represents that excluding ‘address’. ‘Address’, 
which includes vocatives, interjections, conventional expressions for greetings, etc., are not spe-
cific to this particular speech act but are attached to many other speech acts. Therefore it is 
often effective without focusing on it in order to concentrate more on core components specific to 
the target speech act.
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thetical form is supposed to be more polite than a plain sentence type in the 
scale of absolute politeness (cf. Leech, 1983) in that it conveys S’s hesitation. 
One notable feature is that these are accompanied by hedges such as ‘proba-
bly’ in (b), ‘maybe’ in (c) and (d), and ‘I think’⑷ in (e) and (f). This evidence 
shows that S often attempts to mitigate the impact of imposition when s/he 
finds a suggestion in a particular context somewhat face-threatening to H (i.e. 
negative politeness defined by Brown & Levinson, 1987). The ELT instructors 
can suggest to their students that they show hesitation when the suggestion 
can be an FTA (face-threatening act: Brown & Levinson, ibid.), represented 
by the use of hypothetical forms and hedges.
(2)  address (voc/intj/etc)
a) Rachel,  b) Dustin,  c) Hey,  d) Hey guys,  e) You know,  f) Well,
g) OK, now
Such words and phrases above have been classified as ‘address’. They are 
basically ‘alerters’, ‘attention getters’ (cf. Blum-Kulka et al. 1989), interjections 
to change topics, etc., which are not functioning as core components in a 
speech event. However, it should be noted that vocatives, especially first 
names of the addressees, and the interjection ‘hey’ are very frequently 
observed in almost all speech acts investigated in this entire research (cf. 
Suzuki, 2008) (this strategy type comes first in some speech acts). This can be 
regarded as one characteristic of American English or American culture, 
which is categorized as positive politeness culture according to Brown & 
Levinson (1987). This is one thing that the Japanese students can learn to 
understand the cultural aspect of American English, which is represented by 
such specific linguistic strategy.
─────────────────
⑷　Although the main clauses with ‘I think’ of (d) and (e) are not hypothetical but plain declarative, 
the hypothetical modal auxiliaries ‘should’ and ‘would’ can be regarded as the central part in the 
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(3)  supportive move (giving reason)
a)  because you don’t want to become obese.
b)  Communication is the key in a healthy relationship.
c)  My teacher is so cool.
d)  There are police everywhere today.
e)  You wore the blue one last night.
This constituent is generally used to reinforce the head act by specifying the 
reason behind S’s suggestion. The sentence type of this class is in most cases 
plain declarative in the present or past tense as can be seen above, since its 
purpose is to specify the grounds.
(4)  head act (Interrogative)
a)  Do you wanna go with me?
b)  Can we turn the air conditioner on?
c)   How about your light colored jeans, and that purple top with the 
sequins?
d)  What about Applebee’s?
e)  Why don’t we go there?
f)  Why don’t you skip it?
This type can be regarded as more casual than (1) head act (Hypothetical + 
Declarative) in the scale of absolute politeness in that it does not contain a 
word in a hypothetical form and that it often includes informal words such as 
wanna as in (a). On the other hand, it can be regarded more tactful in terms 
of optionality as it allows H to choose yes or no with its interrogative struc-
ture.
(5)  preparatory act (explanation of problem)
a)  It just don’t go with the rest of your outfits [sic]
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b)  It’s hot in here.
c)  People are going to think you are a tramp.
d)  you got holes all in your shirt
e)  We are really busy at the time you guys need to be picked up.
This category is similar to (3) supportive move (giving reason) in nature, 
but the difference is that it is placed before the head act to present a prob-
lem to be addressed. In some cases this type functions as a ‘core part’ as an 
indirect suggestion without a following head act in a speech event, as can be 
seen in the next chapter on the combination of discourse strategies. Once 
again the sentence type in this class is mostly plain declarative, as it is used 
for a description of a problem.
(6)  preparatory act (S’s preference)
a)  Burger King sounds like a good place to eat.
b)  I like it so much better when your hair is pulled back.
c)  I think the green hoodie looks better on you
d)  Pizza sounds good.
e)  There’s a really great restaurant in town with great burgers,
This type is supposed to be presenting directions for improvement, solution 
or final decision — sometimes indicating a thing to be handled. The utterances 
of this type can also serve as a ‘core part’ as indirect suggestion without a 
head act like (5) preparatory act (explanation of problem) above. The sen-
tence type is again mostly plain declarative because of its descriptive nature.
(7)  supportive move (indication of good result)
a)  Besides, it might make you look even younger.
b)  I really think it would look good.
c)  I will buy you some ice cream.
d)  it should be some fun.
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e)  you should enjoy it.
Since this speech act is performed for H’s sake, it is reasonable that S men-
tions what benefit H can receive after following S’s suggestion. The 
utterances of this type often include adjectives, adverbs or noun phrases 
which express good values or reinforce the face-enhancing element (e.g. ‘even’ 
and ‘young’ in (a), ‘really’ and ‘good’ in (b), ‘ice cream’ in (c)). The use of 
‘should’ in this class, as seen in (d) and (e), is fairly unique and useful in Eng-
lish grammar instruction: it is used to indicate what is probable, which is 
different from the one expressing obligation, duty or correctness as previ-
ously discussed. Indeed modal auxiliaries are frequently used to express such 
nuances that English learners should study and master to express themselves 
accurately, adequately, appropriately and delicately as they do in their L1.
(8)  preparatory act (presenting topic)
a)  A band is playing at Broussard’s.
b)  a lot of people have been talking about it.
c)  I heard this class is really easy 
d)  It’s 11:00 p.m.
e)  there is a new movie playing,
This is another type of ‘preparatory act’, which does not contain a description 
of any problematic topic as shown in (5) preparatory act (explanation of 
problem). In this sense the utterances of this class generally present neutral 
topics (or seem to do so at a surface level). It can be understood that present-
ing what S would like to discuss/do or what S thinks is a problem before 
making suggestions is one of the essential things in this speech act.
(9)  head act (Declarative)
a)   and when we get out of the theater, we will go eat at the restaurant I 
choose.
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b)  maybe we can go out to eat instead of staying in tonight.
c)  it is important to go to bed early and be well rested.
d)  you can’t talk like that to ur(your) teacher.
e)  You need to eat at the new restaurant.
This is one type of head act that does not have any outstanding grammatical 
feature such as hypothetical or interrogative forms. In the utterances (a) and 
(b) above we can see examples of ‘inclusive we’, denoting a collaborative act 
between S and H. The part ‘we will’ in (a) can be paraphrased by ‘let us / 
let’s’. Hesitation can be observed in (b) in the use of ‘maybe’ as an indirect 
suggestion. The utterance (c) is unique in that impersonalization is applied to 
make a suggestion as a general rule. It seems possible to replace ‘can’t’ with 
‘shouldn’t’ in (d) and ‘need to’ with ‘should’ in (e). However, it is likely that S 
in (d) hoped to express the meaning of ‘prohibition’ from an ethical point of 
view and that S in (e) wanted to emphasize the ‘necessity’ rather than ‘duty/
obligation’.
(10)  head act (Imperative 1)
a)  Don’t sell your car!
b)  Just call coach and tell her you have class and are going to be late.
c)  Wear the red pumps.
d)  when you get your hair cut today have them color it too.
e)  Stop watching T.V.
As Leech & Svartvik stated, ‘it is <not impolite> to use a command when 
you are telling someone to do something for his or her own good’ (2002, p.175). 
Such a case can be observed in the above examples. While the hypothetical 
or interrogative forms are regarded as more polite in the scale of absolute 
politeness, it is sometimes necessary for S to emphasize what is good for H in 
a shorter, simpler and stronger way by using the imperative (e.g. ‘command’ 
is used in case of emergency or in giving directions). People often dare use 
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the imperative without offending H in spite of its face-threatening nature, as 
it is often acceptable in the framework of relative politeness.
3.4  Semantic formulae
In this section the combination of the discourse components are investigated. 
The types ‘C’, ‘CR’, ‘CJ’, ‘I’ and ‘IR’ will be examined here as most frequent 
combination types (appearing five times or more), with the omission of ‘ACR’ 
and ‘AI’ as they are basically the same as ‘CR’ and ‘I’ except that they con-
tain address words (i.e. vocatives, interjections, etc.).
(1)  ‘C’ type
Table 3.4　Semantic formulas (Combination of discourse strategies)
N Combination Freq. N Combination Freq.
1 C 20 15 CO 3
2 CR 12 16 E 3
3 ACR 8 17 ACO 2
4 AI 5 18 AER 2
5 CJ 5 19 AFS 2
6 I 5 20 AIR 2
7 IR 5 21 AIT 2
8 AC 4 22 AJ 2
9 ACM 4 23 B 2
10 AB 3 24 CI 2
11 ACJ 3 25 CQ 2
12 AD 3 26 CT 2
13 AO 3 27 GI 2
14 CN 3 28 OR 2
Situation Remark Strategy classification T C
Suggesting the 
order for a friend 
to do something.
Maybe you should get your 





What we could 
do tonight
We should go to the fraternity 





*T = Type; C = Combination
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This combination type consists of just one single strategy, ‘C’ (head act – 
Hypothetical + Declarative). This means that this strategy is serving as a 
core strategy even without sub-strategies such as ‘preparatory act’ or ‘sup-
portive move’. In this sense it can be regarded as the primary discourse 
component of this speech act. The features of this strategy at the discourse 
level and the sub-strategies at the lexical and grammatical levels as shown in 
the previous sections should be taught in the ELT classroom so that the 
learners can perform this speech act in English in natural and appropriate 
ways by becoming familiar with the lexical, grammatical and discourse sub-
strategies of this type.
(2)  ‘CR’ type
This combination is one derivative type of ‘C’ above, with the specification of 
the reason for S’s suggestion after the head act. These reasons are supposed 
to be functioning to reinforce the head act as can be seen in the two exam-
ples above.
(3)  ‘CJ’ type
Situation Remark Strategy classification T C
I tell my friend 
they should take 
a certain class.
You should really change 
classes.




My teacher is so cool.
supportive move (giving 
reason)
R
Zach is speeding 
in the city.
You should probably slow 
down.




There are police everywhere 
today.
supportive move (giving 
reason)
R
*T = Type; C = Combination
Situation Remark Strategy classification T C
It’s hot in here, so 
ask someone to open 
the window.





Maybe you should open 
a window?
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This is another derivative type of ‘C’ above, preceded by an explanation of a 
problem to be dealt with. The only difference between ‘J’ and ‘R’ is that the 
former comes before the head act whereas the latter is put after it, but these 
are quite similar strategies in nature.
(4)  ‘I’ type
This formula consists of just one strategy, ‘I’, in the same way as ‘C’ above. 
Here the interrogative form is used instead of ‘hypothetical’ or ‘declarative’ 
as in ‘C’. The interrogative is assumed to be more polite than the declarative 
in the scale of absolute politeness, but the illocutionary force of the interroga-
tive (giving options to H) seems to be similar to that of ‘hedge (maybe, I 
think) + should’ in that the latter is showing S’s hesitation to make a sugges-
tion.
In these examples some politeness strategies can be observed in the cor-
pus data obtained through fieldwork and can be good materials to examine 
the relation between politeness1 (viz. a lay notion of politeness) and polite-
ness2 (viz. a sociolinguistic theory of politeness) (cf. Eelen, 2001; Watts, 2003). 
People control the degrees of politeness and appropriateness with various 
lexicogrammatical devices. One observation is that both of these are in 
Brown & Levinson’s negative politeness strategies (question, hedge) and it is 
Going outside in pos-
sibly bad weather.





Maybe we should bring 
umbrellas just in case.
head act (Hypothetical 
+ Declarative)
C
*T = Type; C = Combination
Situation Remark Strategy classification T C
Suggesting what my friend 
should give up for Lent.
How about chocolate? head act (Interrogative) I I
I’m painting on a ladder, 
but still can’t reach the top.
Why don’t you go up 
this side of the ladder?
head act (Interrogative) I I
*T = Type; C = Combination
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remarkable that they are employed by Americans, who belong to positive 
politeness culture (Brown & Levinson, ibid.). The positive politeness element is 
often realized by vocatives (John, Amanda, etc.) or interjections (hey); how-
ever, the sentence structure itself is not mitigated by the positive politeness 
strategies but by those in negative politeness. In this way elements at the 
opposite poles can coexist in real life language use. This may be suggesting 
the necessity of examining politeness strategies of common people with a 
revised theoretical politeness framework (cf. Suzuki, 2007, p.27) with the use 
of the corpus data.
(5)  ‘IR’ type
This is a derivative type of ‘I’ above, with the supportive move to give a rea-
son for the suggestion after the head act. Once again the strategy ‘R’ here is 
assumed to be reinforcing the head act by the specification of the reason 
behind the suggestion.
4.  Conclusion and future directions
The corpus data of the speech act ‘invitation’ has revealed some distinctive 
and notable features at the lexical, grammatical and discourse levels as 
shown above. These findings are to contribute to the production of ELT 
materials and related communication tasks pursing the CLT by supplying 
them with ample examples of pragmatic strategies employed by American 
students in their daily communication for the performance of this speech act. 
Situation Remark Strategy classification T C
Going to Bella Italia.
Why don’t we go to Bella 
Italia for dinner?
head act (Interrogative) I
IR
They have the best Italian 
food in town.
supportive move (giving 
reason)
R
Getting ideas for 
dinner
How about Lambert’s head act (Interrogative) I
IR
we love that place.
supportive move (giving 
reason)
R
*T = Type; C = Combination
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As can be seen from the data analysis results, various discourse strate-
gies are included in one semantic formula. They are often employed for 
clarity, reinforcement, mitigation, etc. The functions of ‘preparatory acts’ and 
‘supportive moves’ have not been studied fully in the traditional theoretical 
frameworks — they rather focus only on the core part of the target speech 
act (except for the fieldwork studies such as the CCSARP). It seems neces-
sary for a pragmatic researchers to analyze all the (sub-)strategies used for 
rapport management (Spencer-Oatey, 2000) from a more holistic view in order 
to investigate what people do in their real-life conversations to realize a sense 
of politeness and for social harmony.
As for the future research, analyses of responses (positive, negative and 
other types), prosody and kinesics in audio-visual data should be carried out 
to find more facts and examples concerning the realization patterns of this 
speech act (in progress).
Furthermore, it is necessary to expand the size of the corpus database 
for more comprehensive and more exhaustive study of English speech acts. 
The language data in this database is basically informal or casual, as the data 
was collected only from American university undergraduates in one area and 
in most cases they were talking to people who are close and equal to them. 
Therefore it is necessary to collect data from other generations (e.g. office 
workers) in other activity types (e.g. those with more formality). Moreover, it 
should be meaningful to gather data of people in different regions with differ-
ent English varieties, e.g. U.K, Australia, New Zealand, in order to compare 
similarities and differences in discourse strategies within the ‘inner circle’ (cf. 
Kachru, 1985; Crystal, 1997) of the English language.
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